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CRITICAL NOTE. 



PAPPISCUS AND PHILO. 

In 1889 Professor Arthur C. McGiffert published an early Christian 
dialogue entitled 'Avn/3oX.rj Hairier kov km $tA.o>vos 'Iov&uW irpbs fiovaxov 
Tiva. Professor McGiffert reported the dialogue as extant in three manu- 
scripts, and made full use of two of these in the construction of his 
text. The variants of the third he was able to present only for the first 
chapter and a half of his edition. In April, 1899, while working in 
the Royal Public Library at Dresden, I found a fourth manuscript of 
the dialogue, which seems to merit a brief notice. 1 

The original dialogue lying back of the extant editions seems to 
have been composed in Egypt in the sixth century. 2 Professor Zahn, 
following the suggestion of the name HaTririaKos, finds in the dialogue 
remains of the lost Dialogue of Jason and Papiscus of Ariston of Pella; 3 
but in this he has not been followed by the other critics. Besides suf- 
fering revision at least twice, the material of it was used by Anastasius 
Abbas, toward the end of the ninth century, in the composition of his 
AtaAc£« Kara. 'IovSatW. 

'Arthur Cushman McGiffert, Dialogue between a Christian and a Jew. New 
York : 1889. As early as 1880 Professor Zahn had read the dialogue in the Venice 
manuscript. Cf. Zahn, Acta Joannis (1880), p. liv, n. 2; Harnack, Texte und 
Untcrsuchungen, Bd. I, Heft 3 (1883), p. 126, n. 123. There is said to be a fifth 
manuscript of the dialogue in one of the libraries at Athos, but I have no particulars. 

2 Harnack, evidently meaning the original work, refers it, though not positively, 
to the sixth century ; cf. Harnack, Altchristliche Litteratur : Die Ueberlieferung und 
der Besland, p. 94, 10); McGiffert, of.cit., p. 42. Bardenhewer assigns it to ca. 
700 A. D., evidently meaning the recension represented by V ; cf. Bardenhewer, 
Patrologie, p. 539 ; McGiffert, op. cit., p. 43. McGiffert regards the recension rep- 
resented by P as made about 1070 A. D. 

3 'U<rovos leal TtairlaKov dvriXoyta irepl X/>i<rroO. This was written between the 
destruction of Jerusalem by Hadrian (135 A. D.) and the time of Celsus (170 A. D.), 
as notices in Clement of Alexandria, Origen, and Eusebius indicate. Cf. Harnack, 
Die Chronologie, p. 268 ; Theodor Zahn, Forschungen zur Geschichte des neutes- 
tamentlichen Kanons, IV, pp. 321 ff. (1891). Not knowing of McGiffert's edition, 
Zahn reports only two manuscripts, V and M. 
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The two manuscripts used by Professor McGiffert were a Paris manu- 
script of the twelfth century (P) 4 and a Venice manuscript of the four- 
teenth (V). s These were found to represent different recensions of the 
dialogue, P containing, e. g., considerable interpolations, and V was 
made the basis of the published text. The manuscript of which Pro- 
fessor McGiffert made only partial use is at Moscow, and comes from the 
fifteenth century (M). 6 So little has been done with M that it is doubt- 
ful which recension it represents. Its readings, as far as published, 
show some conspicuous agreements with P, but, on the other hand, it 
seems hardly long enough to contain the interpolations. Thus of the 
three manuscripts only one, V, is certainly a witness for the text of the 
earlier recension. The interest of the Dresden manuscript lies in the 
fact that it is a second and quite independent witness to the same 
recension. 

The Dresden manuscript (D) 7 is a fifteenth-century folio of six 
paper leaves, each cm. 28.5 by 21.2. It is written in single columns, 
with from twenty-nine to thirty-one lines to the page. It begins with 
the dialogue, the title in red standing at the top of the first recto. 
The dialogue ends on the sixth recto, and the rest of the manuscript, 
forty-one lines, is occupied with three mutually independent paragraphs 
of kindred material. While the six leaves now stand alone, it is clear 
that they once formed part of a considerable volume. The number 6 
in red at the top of rectos 2-6 shows that these leaves belonged to 
the ninth quire of a book ; and traces of the title of another work, 
printed off on the last verso from the top of a now missing page, show 
that the codex did not end here. The explanation of the manuscript's 
condition has lately been supplied by Dr. von Gebhardt, who has 
shown that the manuscript has an interesting history. 8 It belonged to 
a large collection of manuscripts sold in 1788 to the Electoral Library 
in Dresden by Christian Friedrich Matthaei. These and other manu- 
scripts now in Leyden, Gottingen, Leipzig, St. Petersburg, and Charkov, 
Matthaei seems to have obtained by systematic theft, carried on through 
several years, while he was engaged in cataloguing the manuscripts of 
the Library of the Most Holy Synod in Moscow. The plundering of 
this, and probably also of the Library of the Archives of the Ministry 

'■Par. Cod. Gra.ec. nil. s Ven. Cod. Graec. 505. 
6 Bibl. Sand. Synod., Cod. Graec. . 

CCCl 

'Dresden Kgl. Bibl., A 109 (Matthaei no. 39). 

8 Cf. O. von Gebhardt, Centralblatt filr Bibliothekswesen, XV (1898), pp. 477, 478. 
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of Foreign Affairs, was facilitated by the fact that Matthaei was allowed 
to take numbers of books at a time to his home to work on. Where 
the appropriation of complete codices was likely to arouse suspi- 
cion, Matthaei seems to have abstracted a few leaves, which was the 
more easily done as many of the books were in very bad condition and 
greatly in need of binding. Probably in this way the Dresden leaves 
of the dialogue were separated from the codex to which they belonged. 
But the manuscript is in no sense fragmentary. The red traces on the 
sixth verso show that a new and independent work began at the top of 
the following page, and assure us that we have not only all of the dia- 
logue, but all its appendices. 

Of the origin of the Dresden manuscript nothing seems to be 
known. It was clearly part of a larger book from which Matthaei 
probably took it ; but to which of the Moscow libraries it belonged 
Dr. von Gebhardt found nothing to show. Before the beginning of 
the seventeenth century the Moscow libraries had hardly any Greek 
manuscripts. They derived the most of their manuscript wealth from 
the monasteries of Athos, about 1655, although a few manuscripts 
came to them from Constantinople, Janina, and Jerusalem. 9 In any 
case, we have in M and D two manuscripts of the dialogue written in 
the fifteenth century and traceable to Moscow ; I0 and the question of 
their possible relationship arises. But the collations show that D is 
not a transcription of M, nor M of D ; nor are D and M copies from 
the same exemplar. 

The following collation of D is based upon the published text of 
Professor McGiffert. It is arranged so as to show the readings of the 
other manuscripts and Anastasius in all instances where D departs 
from the published text. Where the witnesses are not particularly cited, 
they are to be understood as supporting the published reading. But 
it must be remembered that the readings of M are known for the first 
two or three pages only of the published text. 

Page 51, 1. I na7T7ri(TKOu C. V pro Holttlo-kov PM 2 dva^wp^T^v pro 
fiovaxov 3 'AVaorao-iov add c. V post Tiva 6 IIa7nno-Kos (corr ?) c. V pro 
Holttlo-kos 10 aireKpiOr) pro -Orjv V | a.va\u>priTrfi pro /tovaxos V. 

' But a more western origin is made probable for D by the evidence of its 
paper, which bears prevailingly a Swiss, or possibly Italian, watermark of the four- 
teenth century. Cf. E. Kirchner, Die Pafiere des XIV. Jahrhunderts, etc. (1893), 
p. 22, no. 54 in the plates; also C. M. Briquet, Papiers et Filigranes, p. 70, pi. nos. 
53 and 58. 

10 Both manuscripts were in Moscow in Matthaei's time. On the previous history 
of M cf. his remark, " fuit antea in monasterio Iberorum," in the catalogue notice of it. 
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52:3 fxwtv c. M pro £i7re V; « P 5 p.6vov suppl marg post tovto 
2 1 6V1 add ante ov 2 3 tov add ante xepapcios. 

53 : 2 ci om c. V. 

54 : 8 p <:. P An pro (.ksitoo-tw ivvdrio V 10 ovv om prim man; suppl 
marg 22 eycvvovTo 23 a om prim man c. P An; suppl marg c. V 24 tov 
pro Tr)v* I €Tre(cr6r)s dpa kAv dpTi, oti 7repi rot! xpiorov [koi 0eov a^ P] ijpcov 
Aeyci [eo"Tiv P] 6 Xdyos ovtos [ovtos 6 Xdyos P] ; avros yap cotiv Upevs eis 
rbv aiaiva Kara tt)V t<x£iv MeXxio-eSeK post MeXxio-eSex add C. P. 

55:9 tS>v om c. P An II oa c. P pro l/3Sop>7Koo-T<[> irpinu> V. 

56 : 12 dA^deis /r<? -Orjs 14 ov om prim man ; suppl corr 15 xpiorov c - 
V pro Oebv P An 17 ^vdyxao-ev c. V pro r)vtyKao-ev 22 tov om 24 ovv tfw 
prim man ; suppl marg. 

57:2 p.€Ta KaXov, peXXr/TiKov ^r0 xaXais Xc'yeTe | eari ^r# eoriv 8, 14 
'Ap/Jaxovp c. P pro 'A/3/3axovp V. 

58 : 2 7rarra om c. P An 4 1800-av pro lB<ocrav V; P eiSioonv 7 e/3ao-i'Xevo"e 
/r# -o-cv 8 tov ov <wr 9 Xadv pov om prim man; suppl marg 18 7rpoo-8io- 
kuxtiv pro TTpoo-BoKuxriv : P Trpoo-SoKovcrtv 1 9 7rpoo-SoKowtv pro 7rpoo"8oKcoo-tv : 
P 7rpoo"KWOvo"i. 

59 : 1 rj\6e c. An pro rj\6ev 3 6 om prim man; suppl corr 4 vp.&v pro 
vp.iv 19 0-rjp.epov add post evpio-K€T€ 20 oiSe'v 3 om. 

60 : I KapTrSxrax pro KarairSicrai 3 tr cSioxev vpiv <:. P An 4 /r ef vpaiv 
a<j>ei\eTO | /r Kai ijpiv avTa 8e'8u>Ke [P eStoxev] c. P 7 kiripaxrzv pro -0"as 
1 2 xav /rtf Kai 16 tr B^Xeep Kai ti)v 2iw £. P ; An B^Xeep Kai 2ia>v 
17, 18 tr tKt,rjTr)(rov ttjv vir' ovpavov oXr/v, irapeXOt Swriv, ImcrKOirrjcrov 
\-o-KOTrq- prim man om; suppl marg] ava.To\r)v c. V qui vero amb led habet. 

61:9 Kai add ante d7rdXXvo"#ai 10 too-ovtov pro tovtwv. 

62:11 tr Aa/3iS wepi vpaiv c. P 13 o"vv>70"ovo-i pro -o-iv. 

63 : 2 pev om prim man; suppl marg 6 can [6 add An] Ncpa>v <:. An 
pro tcTTiv 'HpuSijs 7 ttov, 'Hpa>8r;s add post Oveo-7rao"tavos 9 pj^Sc viK^o-avT«s 
add post KXeio-avres (cf. P Kivrjo-avres pro /cXeio-avTcs ) 10 oti add post eiwtav 
1 8 7rpoo-Kvvovpevov £. V /re irpoo-Kwovfiev P An. 

64 : 5 Kai 0#z <z#/<? viov 6 ijpcov /rtf vpaiv 8 /r ei^cvcraTO TavTa £. An I ev 
tovtois <?#« 10 'IovSaiW c. V /w 'PiopaiW P; An om. 

65 : I TTpou-Kt pro -ev 2 rjfxipav corr 6 rjpioTrjo-av pro epiOTrjaav 15 irapur- 
TctvT« /re TrapL(TTu>vTt<; 23 o^os /re o£ov j ipaTia «(/</ prim man ante to. 
IpaTia ; del rubr. 

66 : I, 2 tr ravra oti, inaOtv 2 cxetvoi add post cav 4 'Oo-ie pro 'ilo-rjk 
5 dyido"«t j)W vyido-«. 

66 : 7 — 73 : 32 (cap 12) om c. V. 

74:13 wepiTWrjO'i pro -o"iv 14 Iepepiov ^rf "Icpipiov. 
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74 : 15 — 75 : 8 eyo> pkv— ripirfo-ao-Oe om; v. infra sub. 76 : 2. 

75 : 11 vfiiZv pro vpXv 16 1x01 add post lyKaXevys. 

76:1 'le&Kiav pro 'Ie£€Kirj\ P; 'E£ciaav V; An om 2 post Stoao-Korras 
<re; a</^ 74 : 15 — 75 : 8 iyu> p.\v — r/pvrj(ra<T6e. 

74:17 ivXov om prim man; suppl marg 20 001 ivkov om prim man; 
suppl corr. 

76 : 5 6e.u>pri<To.<i c. V(?) pro Oeioprjaavres 6 MowtOT <r. VP /rtf Mow 
(reo)? I /r T77 OaXatTarj ipvOpa : V t>7 ipv6p$ OaXdcra-p : Trj OaXacroy rrj ipvOpa 
P 13 imSeSioKias c. V pro £7ri8oiis P: An ejrcSaSo-as 14 Mtocrea c. VP ^>W 
Mumcrea 1 7 Muxnjs £. V pro Mawo-ijs 1 8 T\yJu>v pro vp.u>v. 

77:5 Mo)(reu>s c. V //-0 Mamcrews 7 Mannys pro M<i>vot/s 8 i^ivrpap-evr] 
pro -p.p.kvi\. 

78: 16 tovto prim man; corr tovt<d. 

79:2 Z c. P pro ScKa 3 r/ptf //.uxrav pro eprjp.<ocrav 18 cos c. P An ^rtf 
wcr7rep. 

80 : 9 t<o 8iafi6\a> <r. P An pro rots Sai/xonots. 

80 : 20 — 83 :8 (<r«// 17, 18) om c. V. 

The Dresden manuscript is an additional witness for the text 
represented by V. Not only does it agree with V in lacking the exten- 
sive interpolations of P (chaps. 12, 17, 18), but in the parts common 
to all three, D and V agree against P in an overwhelming majority of 
readings. D is not a mere copy of V, however ; in one conspicuous 
case it enables us to correct V. In this D has the support of P, but 
not of An. The passage, which Professor McGiffert rejected as one of 
P's interpolations, consists of two short sentences following the words 
Upevs eh rbv alu>va Kara ttjv Ta£w MtX^icrtScK. 11 But the passage itself ends 
in these very words, which at once suggests that it fell out of the text 
through an error of the eye — a case of homoioteleuton. Internal evi- 
dence seems to favor the passage, 12 and the generally rigid fidelity of 
D to the text of V,* 3 together with P's attestation of the passage, makes 

11 McGiffert, op. cit., p. 54, 1. 24 ; chap. 5. 

12 The alternative view would be that D comes from an ancestor representing a 
recension intermediate between V and P, the reviser having inserted this passage. 
But it is hardly conceivable that a reviser would have stopped with this addition, and 
not at least have smoothed out some of V's obscurities and abruptnesses, practically 
all of which are preserved in D. 

'3 The agreement of D and V in a number of difficult and obscure readings is 
very noticeable, e. g., 52 : 3 ; 53 : 2. In 57 : 2 D seems to preserve a more original text 
than V. D agrees with V in reading U.airirl<rKos, HaTwlfKov, spellings rejected by 
Professor McGiffert, but advocated by Professor Zahn ; cf. Forschungen, IV (i89i) ( 
p. 321, footnote 1). 
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the external evidence very strong. It is certainly easier to see how the 
words could have fallen out of the text than to see how they could 
have crept in. 

D's only other striking departure from V is in the transposition of 
two sections on image-worship. In Anastasius the material relating to 
image-worship is presented together. This brings into a single para- 
graph, 14 first the substance of chap, i, then chap. 15, 11. 2-6, and then the 
latter half of chap. 13. D agrees with An in the latter particular, placing 
chap. 13^ after the opening lines of chap. 15. Whether this argues any 
historical connection between D and An may be questioned ; in any case, 
it illustrates the same tendency to rearrange topically the materials of the 
edition represented by V. That D and An here preserve the order of the 
true text as against V and P seems very unlikely. Professor McGiffert 
regards these three passages as contributions of the seventh-century 
redactor, to whom V owes its essential form ; and their partial disloca- 
tion in D may go back to the period when their position in the text 
was not firmly established. 15 

The evident conclusion as to the textual relations of D and V is 
that they represent the same recension and type of text. From this V 
has departed most seriously in the omission of iird<r$r)s — Mt\.x i<Te &* K of 
chap. 5, and D, in the dislocation of the image-worship section belong- 
ing to chap. 15. Finally the manuscript of the D-V recension, on 
which the eleventh-century revision represented by P was based, must 
have been free from both these imperfections. 

The Dresden manuscript further contains three paragraphs of kin- 
dred material by way of appendices. It is clear that these are not 
intended to form part of the dialogue ; the latter ends with a doxology, 
and the paragraphs are set off from each other and from it by large 
marginal capitals in red, such as occur nowhere in the body of the 
dialogue. The first and longest of these appendices proves to be sub- 
stantially identical with the opening paragraph of Anastasius' AiaAefis 
Kara 'lovSattov already mentioned. The differences between them sug- 
gest that in Anastasius the paragraph has been revised throughout, and 
a new item is added to the already long list of Anastasius' literary 
obligations. There are appended to the AioA«£is several anti-Jewish 
pieces like the two remaining paragraphs of the Dresden manuscript, 
but these particular paragraphs do not appear among them. 

»4 Migne, Patr. Grace, 89, col. 1233 CD, 1236 A. 

'5 Part of the material of the first of these sections Professor Zahn has found in 
St. John of Damascus, De imaginibus, oratio III, ed . Lequien, p. 385 ; Migne, Patr. 
Grace, 94, col. 1409. 



802 THE AMERICAN JOURNAL OF THEOLOGY 

The following collation of the first paragraph is with the edition 
of Migne — which, however, agrees entirely with that of Mai — Patr. 
Graec, 89, coll. 1204-5 : 

1204 A *Otc peWeis 'IovSatov to Xptortave diravnjcrai cis StdXefti', irpo 
TavTijs irpd ye iravros, dcpeiXets rbv 'IovSatov cpcoTijcrar elire p.01 Start *E/3patos 
d/covEts, 'IovSatos /cat 'Icrpa^XtT^s - tis ecrTiv ^ eppyveia tu>v Tptcoi/ ovopdruw 
tovtidv; (cat 6Ve £1x3 6 'IovSatos pro 'O Xptortavos — 6 'IovSatos | /caXetcrt9ai 
pro K\r)0fjvai | tr 'lcrpayX c/c tov Oeov | (cat crv adk/ post avTcj? | /r ewrgs 
/not I 'E/3patos 'IovSatos ^>rc? 'IovSatos /cat 'E/3paTos /cat | xai fldk/ ##/<? ei 
p.cv I £V|0»7 pro evpoi | tSov otSas to bvopa crov ^rtf 81a tovto 'IovSatos cort to 
ovopd crov | /cat eW — 7rpo<prjT<ov om | evpy pro evpoi | dXXo add post 
prjfia I juade tccos pro paOr/revov | /caXg pro Kokel ere | iricrrtcos pro tj)s 
iricrrccos crov. B 8ta/?aTos _^r<? Sta/SctT^s | oti ^w Stort | t^v ipvOpav /cat rbv 
'lopSdvyv pro rbv 'lopBdvriv Kal rrjv ddXaaro-av | 'Io-parjX pro 'lo-par/XiTrji | epprj- 
veveTcu om | avros yap ^r<? eiretSij avTot | tov c?»? <z«/£ c9eov | eyvcoptcre pro 
fyvcoptcrav | irepara pro wepdrrp | 6V1 pro eirei8rj | «ts t^v 'IovSatav pro rbv 
'lopBdvyv I 'larparjX pro 'lepovo-aXyp | icvptos pro /cat a#fc 5a/3ao)t5 | ep/aip- 
vevnjs ^"t> kpp-qveverai elprp/evTrjS | axravva. cv Tots vi/acrois adfaT ^<?.tf orpa- 
ticov I opos — /Jdros <?#Z I Mcootjs eppyveverai iv irio-rei /r<? Mcovcnjs Se 
Aiyvirrtaio) 0i/3r] | £vXivy ByKy pro ^iXivy Oifiy | Sap-ov^X /re? SeXjyp, | ipprj- 
veverai om | 'Pac9ov/* Kardpa epp-qveveTai pro 'Patp'ov — avTov. C 6 7rpdSpop,os, 
KVplov pro 'Icoavv^s — Kvpta> | XtytTai add post Hr)0Xekp | iv airy pro 
€<c£t I iyewyOy pro iyevyOy | c9eos pro /cvptos ante rjpwv | 6 add ante 
'lophdvtfi I XcycTat /caTa/Sacrts /r<? crvyicaTa/Sacrts avTov | cicet <z</^ /tfrf 
cirttS^ I 6 Kvptos, icai ifta.Trri<r6ri avTos 0#z. 

1205 A ^covtos D« I 6 awTyp pro arwrjpia | fj dircoXeta aiA/ ^oj/ 'Iov- 
Satcov : T£ icat om | avTco ij So^a a/ua tco irarpl (cat tc3 Travaytto (cat dyaO<j> 
Kal £<i)ottouS avrov irv«v/u,aTt, £ts tovs atcovas tcov atcovcov. ct/tijv a<A/ ^rf 
Kat9atp£crts. 

Appendices II and III are as follows : 

Ilcpi t^s dvatpcorecos rbv xpurrov epijeri 'Hcratas, cos irpd/3aTov «xi <r<piyrjv 
yX^V- "' a S« yveps oti ccoTJjptos tois dvt5pcoirots yeyevyrai, <f>r)<ri ird\iv 6 avTos - 
tco p.c6Xcoirt avrov ^p.£ts irdvrts ldOr)p.ev. Kal tva pAdrfS OTt 81a t^v <T<f>ayr)v 
avTov irapeSoOr) to yeVos rtbv 'IovSatcov «ts e$o\6dpevcnv, irpo<riOr)K€- Kal 8cocrci> 
tovs irovijpovs dvTt tjJs Tac/>^s avrov. rt yap avTtoi/ irovyporepov, pera TocravTas 
evepytcrtas tov evepyeryv avTcov dveXovTcov ; 

"OTav £Mr»7 irpos cr« 6 'I(ov)Satos, ireos ereKev ij irapOevos; etirc cv xpos 
avTov, irSs Itckcv fj (rretpa Kal yeyrjpaKvta Sappa; evTavoVt p.\v yap, ev Koikvpa, 
to prj ydpov peTaar\eiv eKetae Se £p.iroScov, Svo- ov povov y CTttpcocrts, dX\a 
/cat to yijpas. iyewrjerav ovv at crTttpat, tva irurTevOy /cat ij irapBevcK yevvy<ra<ra, 
Kal tco /cot' eKeivqv pvamqpiov, tco p.vo*T)jptci) tovtui 7rpoco8oirot£t. 

Edgar J. Goodspeed. 

The University of Chicago. 



